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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Preliminary Amendment 

Claims 1 ,3,4, 99-1 03, 1 08,1 09,1 1 1 ,1 51 ,1 52,155,243-248 are pending in the 
application. Claims 2, 5-98,104-107,110,112-150,153,154,156-242 and 249-283 have 
been cancelled. 

Double Patenting 

1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) or 1 .321 (d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 
Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 



2. Claims 1,3,4,99-103,108,109,111,151,152,155 and 243-248 are rejected on the 
ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over 
claims 1-96 of U.S. Patent No. 6, 681 ,398. Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because applicant is merely 
broadening claims 1-96 of US 6,681 ,398 and hence the claims are an obvious variant. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims (1,3-4, 99-103,108-109,111,151-152, 155, and 243-248) are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Evans, US 4,183,056 in view of Hurwitz 
5,568,205. 

Regarding claim 1 , Evans discloses of a system for selecting and reviewing 
signal segments, comprising: a selection system (See Fig.1, 10, replay recorder) , 
including means for receiving at least one signal (See col. 2 lines 43-45, which 
discloses that the replay recorder receives video signals from television camera), 
means for identifying at least one segment of at least one signal (See col. 2 lines 50-54 
which discloses a predetermined time interval for recording), and means for transmitting 
at least one signal segment(See col. 2 lines 54-59, which discloses that the replay 
recorder furnishes video image to the monitor for display); and a reviewing system (see 
Fig.1 , 14, monitor) including means for receiving at least one signal segment (See col. 
2. lines 54-59), and means for reviewing information included in at least one signal 
segment(See col. 12 lines 29-31, which discloses that players and game officials may 
consult the television image). Evans does not explicitly teach of a reviewing system 
possessing means for storing at least one signal segment. 
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However, in the same field of endeavor, Hurwitz discloses a reviewing system 
means for storing at least one signal segment (see col. 5 lines 5-14 which discloses a 
studio based VTR in which signals could be recorded and edited). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
combined the teachings of Evans and Hurwitz as a whole for the mere benefit of 
increased flexibility of replay and playback to the reviewer. 

Regarding claim 3, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 1 . The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teach all of the claim limitations of the 
system for selecting and reviewing signal segments of claim 1, the combination further 
teaches of wherein the selection system is located a distance from an event responsive 
to the characteristics of at least one of the signal source, the selection system, and the 
reviewing system ([Hurwitz], col. 5 lines 1-26, which discloses a tv station studio, van, 
and camera all of which are located a distance from an event). 

Regarding claim 4, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 1 . The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teach all of the claim limitations of the 
system for selecting and reviewing signal segments of claim 1, the combination further 
teaches of wherein the selection system is portable ([Hurwitz], col. 5 lines 1-26 discloses 
a van). 
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Regarding claim 99, the claim has been analyzed and rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1 . Furthermore the combination of Evans and 
Hurwitz discloses a plurality of reviewing systems ([Evans], col. 2 lines 57-59 discloses 
re-display to persons watching the sports event on television at local or remote 
television sets). 

Regarding claim 100, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale 
as claim 99. The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teach all the claim limitations of the 
system for selecting and reviewing signal segments of claim 99, the combination further 
teaches of wherein the selection system further comprises means for activating at least 
one selected reviewing system from the plurality of reviewing systems, and each 
selected reviewing system operates in response to the activating means ([Evans], col. 2 
lines 45-59 discloses that the replay recorder may be activated by the operating crew 
and then furnished for re-display to persons watching at local or remote sets). 

Regarding claim 101 , Evans and Hurwitz do not explicitly teach, encryption and 
decryption. OFFICIAL NOTICE is taken by the examiner to note that encryption and 
decryption of a transmitted and received signal segment is notoriously well-known in the 
art. Therefore it would have been obvious of one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have modified the combined teachings of Evans and Hurwitz to include 
encryption and decryption of the signals for the mere benefit of security and privacy. 
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Regarding claim 102, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 99. The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teaches all of the claim limitations of 
the system for selecting and reviewing signal segments of claim 99, the combination 
further teaches of wherein the selection system further includes means for addressing 
the signal segment to selected reviewing systems; and only the selected reviewing 
systems include means for reviewing information from the addressed signal segments 
([Evans], col. 2 lines 54-57 discloses that the replay recorder may be activated by the 
operating crew and then furnished for re-display to the television crew and persons 
watching at local or remote sets). 

Regarding claim 103, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 1 . The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teach all the claim limitations of the 
system for selecting and reviewing signal segments of claim 1, the combination further 
teaches of wherein the reviewing system is responsive to a user-flag-signal (See 
[Evans], col. 1 lines 52-60 which discloses an indicator mar which is displayed on play 
back along with the event of interest). 

Regarding claim 108, the claim has been analyzed and rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 109, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 1 08. The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teach all of the claim limitations of the 
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device for reviewing signal segments of claim 108, the combination further teaches of 
wherein the signal segment is derived from at least one image derived from at least one 
signal transmitted by a video signal source provider ([Evans], col. 2 lines 43-45 
discloses that the replay recorder is connected to receive the video signals from a 
conventional tv camera). 

Regarding claim 1 1 1 , the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 108. The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teach all of the claim limitations of the 
device for reviewing signal segments of claim 108, the combination further teaches of 
wherein the receiving means, the storing means, and the reviewing means operate 
essentially simultaneously in response to at least one signal segment ([Hurwitz], col. 5. 
lines 1-26 discloses signals could be received and be immediately rebroadcast and 
simultaneously transmitted to a VTR to be recorded and/or edited). 

Regarding claim 151 , the claim has been analyzed and rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in claim 1 . Furthermore, Evans discloses identifying at least one 
segment of at least one signal ([Hurwitz], col. 5 lines 1-7 discloses time codes). 

Regarding claim 152, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 1 51 . The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teaches all the claim limitations of the 
method for selecting and reviewing signal segments of claim 1 51 , the combination 
further teaches of wherein the signal comprises a television signal (See [Evans], col .2 
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which discloses a television). 

Regarding claim 155, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 151 . The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teaches all of the claim limitations of 
the method for selecting and reviewing signal segments of claim 1 51 , the combination 
further teaches of wherein the signal comprises a signal transmitted to viewers by a 
video signal source provider ([Evans], col. 2 lines 54-59). 

Regarding claim 243, the claim has been analyzed and rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 244, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 243. The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teach all of the claim limitations of the 
method for reviewing signal segments of claim 243, the combination further teaches of 
wherein the signal segment is derived from at least one image ([Evans], col. 2 lines 55- 
59). 

Regarding claim 245, the claim was been analyzed using the same rationale as 
claim 243. The combination of Evans and Hurwitz teach all of the claim limitations of the 
method for reviewing signal segments of claim 243, the combination further teaches of 
wherein the signal segment is derived from at least one audio signal (See [Hurwitz], Fig 
3, 51). 
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Regarding claims 246-248, the claims have been analyzed and rejected for the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 111. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

1- US 4,1 10,792 - which discloses a mobile information display system 

2- US 5,742,521- which discloses a vision system for viewing a sporting event 

3- US 5,508,695 - which discloses a method for identifying messages 
associated with a sports team in a communication system 

4- US 4,977,503 - which discloses an electronic sports information retrieval 

device 

5- US 5,510,828- which discloses an interactive video display system 

6- US 5,513,384 - which discloses a system for providing multiple broadcasts of 
audio information to spectators 

Contact 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ricky Chin whose telephone number is 571-270-3753. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-6:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vu Le can be reached on 571-272-7332. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Ricky Chin/ 
Patent Examiner 

AU4157 
(571)270-3753 

Rickv.Chin@uspto.g ov 



/ABUL K. AZAD/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



